Navertheless, there are several ki
of qnaterials produced by the Central

NE Wpproxed AunRelease 2002/01/10 : @A-'REPM{GbA}ie-&&mnoomfmAGE

igent Use of Intel]

Inte]

By ADAM YARMOLINSKY

WASHINGTON—One of the least at-
tractive postures for a Government
official in public debate is “If you only
knew what I know. . . .” It has always
seemed to me that Government per-
formance should be able to stand the
scrutiny of public examination and
judgment based on no more than a
careful reading of the daily news-
papers, and that it is no proper defense
to take refuge in what you cannot tell
your critics.

e are several kinds

rly. ng
ing—detailed decisjons on
de-
ovision
ofmiilitary asgjstance,

To take these materials in descend-
ing order of importance, the most valu-
able first, I would begin with order-of-
battle information, which can be and
is quite precise and informative, par-
ticularly when it covers a period of
several years. Without getting into
highly classified matters, it is safe to
say that advanced technology has con-
siderably increased the accuracy and
completeness of this data over the last
decade.

Next in importance I would put the
detailed accounts of the political and
economic situations in particular coun-
tries or regions. These accounts pro-
vide a degree of contemporary detail
that is simply not available in the open
literature.

The third, and perhaps least im-
portant kind of information is the flow
of news bulletins that are, many of
them, the grist of the daily press and
the broadcast media. This material is,
or was when 1 last knew it, published
in daily compilations, edited at several
degrees of security classification.

There are a number of problems that
arise in trying to make effective use
of intelligence materials —including
some dangerous temptations. To begin
with there is the problem created by
the sheer volume of available material.

" The signals are there, but they cannot

be heard above the background noise,
or distinguished from it.

The problem of volume, or noise, is
further complicated by the difficulties
of proving a negative. During the pe-
riod after the Cuba missile crisis of
1962 there were (understandably) a
number of reports of suspicious cylin-

| drical objects observed in Cuba. Each

of these was painstakingly checked

out by the agengy il JhYy Pl EEE

were satisfied that the report was in
error, or that what had been seen was
a SAM air defense missile, not an
MRBM or an IRBM. But the agency
could not prove there were no offen-
sive missiles in Cuba. And the general
availability of these reports to the Con-
gress might tempt some individuals to
issue inflammatory statements,

It is not only immediately current
ntelligence that can be misused b
rresponsible recipients. If this legisl
%ion is enacted, a special responsibilit,
\ill attach to the recipient commit-
tées to police the dissemination of the
materials received.

Careful control is essential for two
reasons: in order tq_avoid the forgign
policy consequences of public dis-
closure, and in order to protect sources.
The issue of protection of sources is
one on which I have no special exper-
tise to offer the committee, except to
point out that there are matters on
which one nation is willing to have
another nation gather information

ab- ut itself, by covert or clandestine -

means, so long as there need be no
official recognition that the veil of of-
ficial secrecy has been pierced. The
point is one that in its nature makes
examples inappropriate.

The greatest danger is that Congres-
sional overexposure of intelligence ma-
terials might lead the executive to cur-
tail the flow of information to itself
as well as to the Congress, or to at-
tempt to tamper with the impartiality

of intelligence reporting. That would
be a major tragedy. I do not suggest
the possibility as an argument against
the proposed legisiation, but rather as
pointing to even greater need for an

- effective system of self policy.

Adgm Yarmolinsky. is professor gf law
abHarvard, These remarks were made
before the Senate Foreign Relations
Gainmittee.
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tilitics in_Indochina_after

';causc of Congressional obsta-:
Iclos—a close fight in the full
iSenate and resistance if thei .
_proposal reaches the House, ;
{But Senators saw its impor-

. here

- retary of -State William - P
* Rogers. : ;
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SENATE UNIT BAGKS
WAR-FUND CUTOFF

'\Deadline Would Be End _oﬁ

Year Provided Hanoi '
Freed Prisoners -

By JOHN'W. FINNEY -
gpecial to The New York Times

WASHINGTON, April 17—

The Senate Foreign Relations,

Committee voled faday to backi
\acutaff of funds_for all h

gr_all hos-
this,
ases

ar.} |

Such a cutoff is considered| .
unlikely to come about, bbth
because of Hanoi's refusal toi”
release the prisoners and be-;

tance as symbolic, a gesture,
of protest against renewed
American bombing of North
Victnam.

The cutoff plan was attached

Iby the committec 4s an amend-i _
‘ment to a bill authorizing

funds for the State Dcpartment
and the United States informa-
tion agency at the suggestion:
of . Senators TFrank Church,
i [ W
- Democrat of Idaho, and Clif-
ford P. Case, Republican - of
New Jersey.
It would not take effedt
~however, unless North Viet-
. nam agreed to release. all
American prisoners of . war...

Meanwhile, in another show;|
_of "rising antiwar sentiment{
campusj

a nationwide
strike was called for Friday by
the National Student Associa-

. tion to protest the renewed
[Page 20.] ’

Rogers Defends Policy ™~ .

The action in the Foreign Re-
lations Committee today came
after it heard the Administra-
tion’s policy defended by Sec-

v.The fund-cutoff amendment,
which now goes to ihe Senate
floor for_whai js_expecleilto

| tee old|
] Vietnam i

Senate, the defection of Sens

ators Aiken an 00per,

he a close fight, was_a
“hyCihe commApmNes

ith two_ Ser

af Kenfucky~voting “present”
Tyt taking..pno cfm_:rL on..the
Voting for the amendment,

“in addition to Senators :Case|-

sand Church, were the Demo-

Ccratic Senators Stuart Syming-|.
“ton of Missouri, Claiborne ‘Pell
“of Rhode Island, Edmund S.

“Muskie of Maine and J, W. Ful-
:bright of Arkansas and-the Re-
publican Senators Jacob, K.
Javits of New York and Charles
“H. Percy of Illinois.

Senator George D. Aiken of
‘Vermont, the senior Republican
on the committee,
voted against the amendment

‘because it- would amount. to|’
Maccepting North Vietnamese| -

terms for a settlement.”
Seen as Poor Timing -

Senator Cooper said he voted| .|] P
‘ment on the military aic -
gram~-the ostensible subject of

“present” because he felt it

_inappropriate to advance such|.

-a proposal at a time when “we
tare engaged in a battle that

.could affect the fate of ouri.
' iforces.”” A similar reason wasj

-offered by Senator Spong:for
“voting “present.” ‘
i Whilé not in direct retalia-
tion for the Administration’s

decision to resume the air war,

‘over North Vietnam, the com-

mittee’s adoption of the amend-|!

ment was admittedly influ-

E ors—|-
. William  B. Spong Jr., Demo-|.
crat of Virginia, Tand _John|:
¢ §Herman ~Cooper,  REEUbTican|.

said he..

’

enced by the bombing of|

Hanoi and Haiphong aver the
weekend. The amendment had
been under discussion for some
weeks by Senators Case and
Church, and Senator - Case
said “we decided to. move a
little sooner than otherwise
planned” in offering the amends
ment “in view of the events of*
the past few days.” .’ L

Democrats Restrained

Mﬂe_.t.he_aml%clr_n_e_%t__wﬁ'gls-
roved overwhelmingly by,

Wo'
“Rephlican’
ida: e a
shift that seems-to be develop-:

b

1€ MOos S

ltor Fulbright

ing_in.the caalition.of -Vietnait
gritics in the Senate.

: }he shift became noticeablé

: ofier’s appearance.
Republican Senators identificd
as. critics Of the war, SUCIL U3
Senators._Cooper, Casé, Javits
and_Perey, notably refraiped
from criticizing the Adminjstra:
mmdecision_tmm
and-Haipheng. -~ - |
- Exen..Democratic. . dougs o0
the_committee. were relatjvely
restrained. Mr, Symington and
NE—CHuEC DGy pursued. in-
ccisive lines of questioipgand
then departed,. leaving Seiator,
Pu[ﬁrlgh%'ﬂle commitbeechair-

qne._ 1o press CritiGism;

of._the Administration. o
The Nearing, started on a cons
tentious note as Senator Ful

“massive invasion” of South
Vietnam.

Apparently realizing that Mr.
Rogers had stolen the initiative,
the committee doves, with some
prodding from their aides, re-
grouped at a closed-dor meeting
later  in. the day around the
‘cutoff amendment.

‘As explained by Senator
Church, the amendment would
use the Congressional power of.
the pursestring ‘“to bring about,
an-orderly withdrawal -of Amer-
ican troops from Indochina.” At
the same time, he said, it would
“put-Hanoi on notice that re-

{leage, of the prisoners could lead
Ito an'orderly termination of the

war.n.
The = amendment, Senator
Church said, was designed tc

P

aid pro-

the hearing. Over Mr. l_logers’s
protests, Senator Fulbright. or-
dered’ the. statement-—almost
identical to one already pre-
sented to the House Foreign Af-

;fairs Committee_—-—placed in’ phe

committee tecord.

Use of Pursestrings )
By the end of the three-hour
hearing, Mr, Rogers, appargntly
that the Republicans
were on his side and that Sena-
] was. isolated . in
hig' criticism, was throwing
questions ‘back at'the SenatOrs
and chiding them for not, criti-
cizing, North Vietnam for its
o S S S iR K

'

f oo

|terpreted by
(Church and Case, the amend-

carry out the general policy
laid down in an amendment by
Senate Majority Leader Mike
Mansfield, adopted by Congress
in modified form last year,
calling for prompt withdrawal
of American forces subject to

“Ithe release of prisoners of war.

Since President Nixon had
chosen to disrcgard the Mans-
field amendment, he said it was
decided -to resort to the Con-
gressional control of fund, to
force a withdrawal policy.
Technically, the amecndment
only speaks about an end to
American hostilitics, But as in-
both Senators

ment - contemplated the with-
drawal of all American forces

except military advisers.
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